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1. My name is Sarah DeYoung.  I am Division Manager -- Local Services for

AT&T’s SBC Local Services and Access Management (“LSAM”) Organization.  In my position,

I am responsible for the business relationship with SBC Communications Inc. (“SBC”) as it

relates to supporting AT&T’s plans for entering the local telephone service market.  Those

responsibilities include negotiating with Ameritech, Southwestern Bell Telephone Company

(“SWBT”), Pacific Bell (“Pacific”), and Southern New England Telephone (“SNET”) for the

purpose of facilitating local market entry by AT&T.1

2. My responsibilities also include managing the business relationship

between AT&T and SBC (and its subsidiaries, including Ameritech) for all local issues.  AT&T

                                                
1 For the purpose of this Joint Declaration, unless otherwise specifically indicated, we will use
the term “SBC” to refer to Illinois Bell, Indiana Bell, Ohio Bell, and Wisconsin Bell.   
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is currently providing local exchange service through the UNE platform (“UNE-P”) to residential

customers in seven SBC states, and business local service in nine SBC States.  In Illinois and

Ohio, for example, AT&T has been purchasing unbundled network elements from SBC for more

than a year to provide business and residential local services.

3. The team that I currently manage interfaces with internal AT&T

operational teams dedicated to provisioning AT&T local services.  In AT&T Consumer Services,

for example, our primary stakeholders include the Product Management organization, which

oversees the bundled local product that AT&T is offering in Michigan and other SBC States.

My team also partners with the CIO systems organization that manages the integrated systems

platform and interfaces with SBC and other external suppliers (such as vendors of inside wire

and providers of voice mail).  Finally, my team facilitates regularly scheduled conference calls

between SBC’s LSC and LOC centers and AT&T Customer Care Organizations.

4. I hold a Bachelor of Arts degree from the University of Michigan in Ann

Arbor, and a Master of Management degree from the Kellogg School of Business at

Northwestern University.  I have been with AT&T since 1982.  In the course of my career, I

have worked in various local exchange supplier management positions and in a wide variety of

engineering and finance positions.  In 1995, I managed AT&T’s Total Services Resale and Loop

Resale operational discussions with SBC.  In 1996, I was Program Manager - Negotiations

Support in AT&T’s Central States region.  In that position, I was responsible for supporting the

executive team that led AT&T’s interconnection negotiations with SBC and provided subject

matter expertise on a number of local issues.  In addition, from late 1996 until April 1999, I also

acted as AT&T’s primary contact with Pacific on all operations support system and operational

issues associated with AT&T’s market entry in the state of California.
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5. My name is Walter W. Willard.  I am the District Manager for OSS Local

Services for AT&T’s SBC LSAM Organization.  In this position, I have responsibility for the

business relationship with SBC to support AT&T’s plans for local service market entry and for

negotiations with Ameritech, Pacific, SWBT, and SNET to facilitate such market entry. 

6. I am in frequent contact with policymakers at Ameritech’s parent

corporation, SBC, regarding a multitude of local issues that bear on activities in our region.  I

have similar responsibilities in California, Texas, Missouri, Oklahoma, Kansas and Arkansas

with respect to Pacific and SWBT.  In addition to these responsibilities, I have represented

AT&T as a primary member of the California OSS Third Party Test – Test Advisory Board.

7. I am a graduate of the University of San Francisco, where I received a

Bachelor of Science degree in Business Administration.  I also received a Master of Science

degree in Telecommunications from Golden Gate University in San Francisco.  I have been

employed by AT&T since 1981.  In the course of my employment at AT&T, I have held various

positions in the Engineering, Operations, OSS Research and Development, International, and

Outsourcing areas.  

8. Each of us has previously testified on behalf of AT&T in various

regulatory proceedings, including the proceedings before this Commission involving SBC’s

applications for Section 271 authority in California, Missouri, Arkansas, and Michigan.  In

addition, each (or both) of us has testified in Section 271 proceedings before State commissions

in Michigan, California, Missouri, Arkansas, Oklahoma, Illinois and Kansas.

9. Among the matters that each of us has personally focused on in our

respective positions are SBC’s operations support systems (“OSS”) relating to the provisioning

of UNEs to AT&T.  Each of us is actively involved with various SBC teams that are responsible
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for working with AT&T as a local service provider.  Among the teams or organizations at SBC

with which we (and members of our organization) have frequent -- sometimes daily -- contact

are:

• SBC’s account teams assigned to AT&T;

• SBC OSS systems representatives;

• SBC’s Local Service Centers (“LSC”) and Local Operations Centers
(“LOC”); and

• SBC project teams implementing various systems, operational and
engineering changes within SBC in its various regions, including the
Ameritech region.  

Through SBC’s AT&T Account Team, we are also in frequent contact with policymakers at SBC

regarding a multitude of issues that bear on local service.

I. PURPOSE AND SUMMARY OF DECLARATION

10. The purpose of this Declaration is to respond to SBC’s claim that it is

providing the nondiscriminatory access to OSS required by the Telecommunications Act of 1996

(“the 1996 Act”) and the Commission’s orders.2  Contrary to SBC’s assertions, SBC is not

currently meeting its OSS obligations.  

11. First, as discussed in Part II, SBC’s loop provisioning processes are

deficient for new UNE-P installations.  Because of these deficiencies, SBC sends AT&T an order

confirmation even though it has not actually delivered a working loop.  As a result, AT&T

dispatches its inside wire vendors to the premises only to find that the loop has no dial tone; the

                                                
2 See, e.g., Brief in Support of Application By SBC For Provision of In-Region, InterLATA
Services in Illinois, Indiana, Ohio, and Wisconsin, filed July 17, 2003, at 54, 58, 60, 72
(“Application”); Joint Affidavit of Mark Cottrell and Beth Lawson Regarding Operations
Support Systems, ¶¶ 5-6 (“Cottrell/Lawson Aff.”). 
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result is substantial delay in providing service to the customers, as well as increased costs to

AT&T in the form of “unproductive truck roll” charges and unlawful non-recurring charges.  

12. Second, as discussed in Part III, SBC is unreasonably denying AT&T the

ability to establish a disaster recovery plan for its operations in the Ameritech region, by

unreasonably refusing to provide an IP address.

13. Third, as discussed in Part IV, outages have constantly occurred on SBC’s

CORBA pre-ordering interface, causing substantial disruptions in AT&T’s operations.  The

occurrence and duration of these outages belie SBC’s contention that its systems are “robust and

reliable,” and that CORBA is “consistently available when scheduled.”3

14. Fourth, as discussed in Part V, SBC has failed to provide CLECs with

timely post-to-bill notifications (otherwise known as billing completion notices) and cannot post

orders to its billing systems in a timely manner.  All too often, SBC has provided such notices

late – or has not provided them at all.  The delayed or missing notices put AT&T at a distinct

competitive disadvantage by, inter alia, impeding AT&T’s ability to promptly fill subsequent

change orders for customers (while, in the interim, SBC can take advantage of the delay to

encourage the customer to return to SBC).  

II. SBC’S LOOP PROVISIONING PROCESSES ARE DEFICIENT AND LEAD TO
“UNPRODUCTIVE TRUCK ROLLS.”

15. In the Ameritech region,4 SBC’s loop provisioning processes are deficient

for new UNE-P installations.  AT&T has been experiencing a high number of “No Dial Tone”

                                                
3 See Application at 60; Cottrell/Lawson Aff., ¶ 6. 

4 AT&T discovered this problem after it filed reply comments in connection with SBC’s
Michigan application.  The deficiency described herein exists in all of the Ameritech states and,
indeed, has arisen in the other SBC regions as well.
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outages when attempting to complete the provisioning of such orders with AT&T’s inside wire

vendors.  Accordingly, AT&T recently undertook an investigation to determine the root cause of

this problem.  As described below, AT&T’s investigation revealed that SBC is responsible for

the vast majority of these outages, causing AT&T to incur significant increased costs associated

with the need for multiple inside wire dispatches and unwarranted NRCs, and has led to

customer dissatisfaction and cancellations.  SBC’s processes are discriminatory and violate the

checklist.

16. These problems occur in connection with “new” installations of UNE-P

service – for example, additional lines or new service to an existing premise (i.e., not new

construction).  On such orders, it is often the case that SBC has already deployed an existing

loop at that end user premises that is available for use but is not currently turned up for service.

In these circumstances, the unbundled elements constitute an existing combination; accordingly,

SBC processes these orders as a “No Field Work” order (also commonly referred to as a “cut-

through” order).  In other words, because SBC is supposed to have determined that the

combination already exists and the loop has already been deployed, SBC does not perform any

physical provisioning work on such orders.  Moreover, because SBC does not perform any

physical work on these orders, under AT&T’s interconnection agreements and other applicable

tariffs, SBC is only entitled to charge AT&T the non-recurring charge associated with migration

orders; it is not entitled to assess any non-recurring charges for new installations.

17. Moreover, when AT&T sends an order for new UNE-P service to

Ameritech, it has no way of determining whether that work will need field work or not.5  AT&T

                                                
5 Unlike the pre-ordering interfaces in the SWBT and Pac Bell territories, the Ameritech pre-
ordering interfaces do not enable a CLEC to determine whether the order will need field work,
because there is no existing combination at the premises requested (i.e., no working service on
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simply sends the order over as a “new” UNE-P order.  SBC then processes the order and sends

AT&T a Service Order Confirmation (SOC).  As SBC readily acknowledges, the fact that SBC

has sent a SOC means that it has delivered a working loop to AT&T and AT&T can then send its

contractor to the customer’s premises to complete the necessary inside wire work.  

18. AT&T has found, however, that the inside wire technicians have been

unable to complete the provisioning of the service in a high percentage of cases, because when

they arrived at the location they found that the loop had no dial tone.  Inside wire vendors refer to

this as an “unproductive truck roll” and charge AT&T  approximately $200 each time it occurs.

Thus, AT&T is forced to issue a trouble ticket to SBC, and SBC then dispatches its own

technicians to correct the problem and to establish a dial tone.  After SBC has responded to the

trouble ticket, AT&T must then re-dispatch its inside wire vendor to the location to perform the

provisioning work that it was originally dispatched to perform.

19. In April and May alone, AT&T had  683 unproductive truck rolls in

Illinois, Michigan, and Ohio.6  Because of the high number of unproductive truck rolls month

after month, AT&T conducted a joint analysis with SBC in an effort to determine the root cause

behind the problem.  AT&T’s and SBC’s analysis compared the April and May tickets provided

to AT&T’s inside wire vendor that resulted in unproductive truck rolls with the corresponding

trouble tickets sent to SBC.  In doing so, AT&T and SBC were able to associate the explanation

provided by SBC as to the cause of the trouble ticket with the unproductive truck rolls.  

20. Attachment 2 hereto provides, in pie chart form, the results of that

analysis.  As the charts show, approximately 20-25% of these unproductive truck rolls were

                                                                                                                                                            
premise (“WSOP”)).
6 See Attachment 1 hereto.  In June, the number of unproductive truck rolls for those three states
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coded as “placed jumper.”  Another 32-34% were coded as facilities problems, and another 18-

26% were attributable to “no ticket,” meaning that AT&T had not opened a trouble ticket with

SBC after the inside wire vendor could not complete its work because, in many instances, the

customer had cancelled its order after the unproductive truck roll. 7  Each of these categories

raised significant concerns for AT&T, and AT&T raised these concerns with its SBC account

team.

21. SBC has confirmed in recent meetings with AT&T that the classification

“placed jumper” means that at some point in the physical make-up of the circuit a pair of wires

needed to be installed to complete the circuit.  It also confirmed that in these cases, the order

should not have been worked as a “cut-through” – in other words, SBC issued a SOC without

delivering a fully functional loop.  Thus, after receiving a trouble ticket from AT&T, in order to

establish dial tone, SBC had to dispatch its technicians to deploy a cross-connect (usually at

either the NID or inside the building, although SBC has indicated that in some instances central

office work was required).  Similarly, SBC admitted that most of the trouble tickets generated

from no field work orders that were closed to facilities problems indicated that SBC had not

delivered a fully functional loop to AT&T.  As one SBC representative put it, “we rolled the

dice,” meaning that they gambled that the loop that was assigned was a service-ready cable and

pair with continuity from the switch port to the NID. 

22. To make matters worse, AT&T has recently confirmed that SBC is in fact

charging AT&T the new installation non-recurring charge on such orders, even though it is not

actually performing the work that those charges are designed to recover.  The imposition of

                                                                                                                                                            
climbed to 709.
7 Some of the remaining categories of troubles are traceable to problems with either AT&T’s or
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NRCs on cut-through orders clearly violates TELRIC principles, and AT&T’s interconnection

agreements with SBC agreements make clear that SBC is not entitled to charge the NRCs

associated with installation for currently combined elements; rather, SBC is limited to charges

for the records changes associated with such orders.8  AT&T estimates that in April and May of

2003 alone, these improper non-recurring charges amounted to almost $235,000 in Illinois, Ohio,

and Michigan.9  See Attachment 1.10

23. These outages have a substantial anticompetitive impact.  Such

“unproductive truck rolls” cost AT&T approximately $200 per occurrence, in addition to other

costs.  For example, AT&T has experienced a large number of unproductive truck rolls

associated with the “placed jumper” and “facilities” categories in Illinois, Ohio, and Michigan

each of the last three months, with a dramatic increase in June.11  In April, AT&T experienced

126 unproductive truck rolls in Illinois, 42 in Ohio, and 27 in Michigan.  In May, AT&T had

another 87 unproductive truck rolls in Illinois, 31 in Ohio, and 59 in Michigan.  And in June the

numbers increased to 167 in Illinois, 104 in Ohio, and 113 in Michigan.12  The amount that

                                                                                                                                                            
its inside wire vendor’s systems, and AT&T is taking steps to correct those problems. 
8 See, e.g., Michigan Agreement § 9.3.2.1; Wisconsin Agreement § 9.3.2.1; Indiana Agreement §
9.3.2.1; Ohio Agreement, Appendix to Article IX and Schedule 9.3, § 3.2 and 3.3; Illinois
Commerce Commission Docket No. 98-0396, Order (October 2001) (establishing that only
migration charge owed for new UNE-P).
9 AT&T does not yet have the performance measurement raw data from SBC that would enable
it to estimate the amount of the NRCs that were inappropriately assessed in June.
10 Attachment 1 hereto provides a breakdown of AT&T’s calculations by month for each state.
In addition, all of these estimated costs are for AT&T’s consumer services only; the totals will
increase once AT&T has an opportunity to quantify the costs relating to AT&T’s business
services.
11 AT&T focused its analysis on these three states because its consumer UNE-P entries in
Indiana and Wisconsin are relatively recent.  
12 Because AT&T has not performed a joint review of the June data with SBC, AT&T has
assigned unproductive truck rolls to the “placed jumper” or “facilities” categories based on May
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AT&T spent on this unproductive truck rolls, in these three months alone, totals $135,865.  The

chart below provides a breakdown of these expenses by state.

April May June

Illinois $22,426.93 $15,570.30 $29,702.04

Ohio $6677.33 $4865.40 $16,504.20

Michigan $5466.12  $11,838.82 $22,814.39

24. Moreover, this is not the only harm to AT&T.  SBC also charges AT&T

for unproductive truck rolls associated with some of these tickets.13  Furthermore, the end user

impact is substantial.  The customer is dissatisfied because it does not receive service on the

promised due date, and continues without service during the entire period in which SBC is

correcting the problem so that AT&T can finish its work and sometimes repeat trouble tickets are

needed to install working service.  Moreover, in many cases, as demonstrated by the “no ticket”

instances identified above, the customer simply changes his mind and drops the requested service

rather than continuing to wait for service to be provisioned.  In such instances, AT&T suffers not

only lost revenues for those customers, but injury to its reputation in the marketplace as well.

25. These problems have also led SBC to report incorrect results for several

performance measures.  For example, SBC should have reflected each instance in which it did

not deliver a working loop on the date the SOC was issued as a missed due date under PM 28,

but has not.  Notably, had SBC reflected these orders as having missed the due date, it would

have missed the benchmark for Illinois in June.  See Attachment 3.  Moreover, it is likely that

                                                                                                                                                            
allocations.
13 AT&T knows, for example, that SBC charges AT&T for those truck rolls which SBC codes as
“no trouble found,” and may be assessing charges in connection with other unproductive truck
rolls.  AT&T is trying to get data from SBC in order to determine the impact of these errors.  
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some trouble tickets associated with these outages that were initially coded “no trouble found”

were excluded under PM 35 (Percent Trouble Reports Within 30 Days (I-30) of Installation) and

PM 37 (Trouble Report Rate).14

26. In short, SBC’s processes on cut through orders are discriminatory

because they force AT&T to incur unnecessary expenses that SBC does not incur for itself and

result in application of non-TELRIC based NRCs.  SBC has the obligation to deliver a working

loop at the time it issues the SOC on the order requesting such loop.  Its “roll of the dice”

unlawfully places the risk that the loop will require additional work to make it functional and

foists on competitors unnecessary expenses that put it at a competitive disadvantage with SBC.

For all of these reasons, SBC’s processes for ordering and provisioning new UNE-P lines is

deficient, anticompetitive, and violates its checklist obligation to provide nondiscriminatory

access to loops. 

III. SBC IS UNREASONABLY DENYING AT&T THE ABILITY TO ESTABLISH A
DISASTER RECOVERY PLAN.

27. SBC is also unreasonably denying AT&T the ability to establish a disaster

recovery plan for its operations in the Ameritech region, which is inconsistent with both the

checklist and the public interest.  

28. Many of the servers that support the local services that AT&T offers to

consumers throughout the Ameritech region (and elsewhere) are physically located in the

Midwest.  AT&T is in the process of establishing a disaster recovery plan for these services, in

the event that a disaster should render the servers in the Midwest  inoperable.  If such a disaster

                                                
14 AT&T has not yet reconciled PM 35 with SBC to determine the number of trouble tickets that
were erroneously coded as NTFs.
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were to occur, AT&T’s plan calls for shifting this traffic to servers located in the Southeast.  In

order to accomplish this shift, however, SBC would have to establish a unique IP address in its

systems.

29. Accordingly, to implement this plan, AT&T recently asked SBC to

populate its router and firewall with an  IP address that would be devoted to AT&T’s disaster

recovery plan.  Although SBC agreed to establish the additional IP address in the SWBT and

Pacific Bell regions, it flatly refused to do so in the Ameritech region.  SBC contends that its

policy and the  Uniform and Enhanced OSS Plan of Record (POR) limit AT&T to three

production IP addresses, and AT&T has already established three production IP addresses for

business purposes in the Ameritech region.15  

30. SBC’s insistence on limiting CLECs to three IP addresses is itself

unreasonable; no other BOC attempts to limit the number of IP addresses a CLEC can obtain.

For example, AT&T has established 13 IP addresses in the Verizon East region, 12 in Verizon

West, 14 in BellSouth, and 11 in Qwest’s region.  Indeed, prior to the implementation of the

POR, AT&T had established numerous IP addresses with SBC.  Thus, there are no relevant

technical limitations on the ability to establish additional IP addresses for uses such as disaster

recovery.

31. Moreover, it is infeasible to establish a workaround solution in the absence

of obtaining an IP address from SBC.  Indeed, in the spring of 2002, AT&T collaborated with

SBC to test a method called network address translation, which is a method that would allow a

                                                
15 SBC agreed to provide an IP address in the SWBT and Pacific Bell regions because in those
states AT&T has established only two IP addresses; therefore, AT&T still has one IP address
available in those regions even under SBC’s cramped view of its obligations under the
interconnection agreements.
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carrier to use a limited number of IP addresses as if it in fact had more.  The trial was

unsuccessful, however, because it essentially doubled AT&T’s response and processing times on

a variety of transactions.  Accordingly, the only feasible means of implementing AT&T’s

disaster recovery plan is to obtain an additional IP address from SBC.

32. Denying AT&T the ability to establish a disaster recovery plan is not only

discriminatory and anticompetitive, it would be contrary to the public interest.  If AT&T’s

servers were struck by a disaster, AT&T would effectively be unable to offer and support

consumer services in the Ameritech region.  Not only would AT&T have to implement its

recovery plan, but, in the midst of the disaster AT&T would also have to negotiate with SBC to

determine how quickly it could get a replacement IP address so that OSS connectivity could be

restored.  With the additional IP address that AT&T is requesting, AT&T would be able to re-

establish service using its Southeastern servers within hours.  Without it, AT&T might be unable

to provide service for an unnecessarily extended period of time.  Indeed, even if SBC were

subsequently to agree to establish an IP address for AT&T in the event of an actual emergency,

SBC’s normal process for establishing an IP address is 10 business days.  

33. SBC’s refusal is also discriminatory, because it undoubtedly would not

deny such capabilities to itself, if SBC determined that its own disaster recovery needs required

it.  And if anything, the events of September 11, 2001, which damaged a significant amount of

telecommunications equipment (including AT&T facilities) in New York, have dramatically

underscored the strong public interest in adequate planning for backup capabilities in the event of

an emergency.  For all of these reasons, SBC’s position is starkly unreasonable and violates the

checklist.
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IV. SBC DOES NOT PROVIDE NONDISCRIMINATORY ACCESS TO PRE-
ORDERING FUNCTIONS.

34. Outages on the CORBA pre-ordering interface have been a problem in

SBC’s OSS for nearly a year – but SBC has yet to resolve the problem.  Between October

through December 2002, CORBA experienced a dramatic increase in outages that frequently

rendered AT&T unable to perform some, or all, pre-ordering functions.  For example, the

number of impacted user minutes (“IUMs”) due to CORBA outages in the Ameritech region

increased from zero in August and September to 11,845 in October, 9,470 in November, and

8,733 in December.  By contrast, AT&T experienced no IUMs in the Verizon region, and only

3,951 IUMs in the BellSouth region, from October through December.16

35. In February 2003, CORBA again experienced substantial outages in the

Ameritech region.  During February, five separate outages occurred on CORBA on five different

days.  These five outages represented the highest number of outages that had occurred on

CORBA during a given month since May 2002.  Furthermore, the number of IUMs in February

2003 was 8,471 – almost the same total as that for December 2002.  The 8,471 IUMs for

February 2003 in the Ameritech region were higher than the combined total for BellSouth,

Verizon, SWBT, and Pacific for that month.  See Attachment 4 hereto.  For the 13-month period

from January 2002 through February 2003, the total number of IUMs attributable to outages was

far higher in the Ameritech region than in the BellSouth, Verizon, SWBT, or Pacific regions.17

                                                
16 See Attachment 4 hereto.  IUMs measure the amount of time during which AT&T
representatives are unable to access the CORBA interface while they are on-line and attempting
to assist end-user customers.  

17 During this 13-month period, the number of IUMs attributable to outages were 45,204 in the
Ameritech region, 8,156 in the BellSouth region, 11,366 in the Verizon region, 9,854 in the
SWBT region, and 25,278 in the Pacific region.  
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36. These outages were not unique to AT&T.  As SBC acknowledged in this

Commission’s proceeding on its previous application for Section 271 authority in Michigan,

WorldCom complained to SBC of outages on the EDI pre-ordering interface between November

2002 and January 2003.18  WorldCom reported in its reply comments in the same proceeding that

it had experienced six additional pre-ordering outages in February 2003 – and SBC

acknowledged that it had “put more monitoring devices in place” in response to such

complaints.19

37. From March through May 2003, outages continued to occur on CORBA,

but at a lower level than in previous months.  The number of IUMs decreased to 1,683 in March,

rose to 4,786 in April, and then fell to only 452 in May.  See Attachment 4 hereto.

38. In June 2003, however, substantial outages on CORBA resumed.  During

that month, six outages occurred – the highest number since February.  Furthermore, the number

of IUMs due to outages in June was 11,640, which was approximately the same as that in

October.  Id.  Three of the outages in June were between 72 and 105 minutes in duration.

39. Moreover, substantial outages continued in July.  The number of IUMs

totaled 8,350 for that month – only slightly below the level experienced in December and

February.  Furthermore, the number of outages (six) remained the same in July as in June.  Id.

The duration of three of the outages ranged from 82 to 94 minutes; the remaining three outages

were between 23 and 28 minutes long.

                                                
18 See Joint Reply Declaration of Mark Cottrell and Beth Lawson filed in WC Docket No. 03-16,
¶ 85. 

19 See id., ¶¶ 85-86; Reply Comments of WorldCom, Inc., filed in WC Docket No. 03-16, at 15. 
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40. The pattern of outages has continued this month.  On August 4, 2003,

AT&T experienced two separate outages on CORBA.  The first outage was one hour in length.

When the second outage occurred later that afternoon, and AT&T reported it to SBC, SBC

responded that it could give no estimated time of repair.  Ultimately, the second outage lasted for

two hours and 21 minutes.  

41. SBC has admitted that the recent outages on CORBA were due to

deficiencies in its OSS.  In late July 2003, AT&T discussed with SBC the outages that had been

occurring on CORBA during that month.  On July 31, 2003, SBC advised AT&T that the

outages recorded by AT&T were “rooted in SBC’s systems,” but were unrelated.20  In an

electronic mail message that it sent on August 4, SBC similarly stated that the outages were due

to “several intermittent issues which SBC addressed,” not to a “chronic recurring issue.”

Although SBC asserted that it “takes the appropriate steps necessary to maintain and monitor the

pre-order environment,” the two outages that occurred on CORBA on the very same day show

that SBC has not eliminated the root cause of the disruptions.21  Indeed, on August 4 and 5, 2003,

                                                
20 See electronic mail message from Walter W. Willard to Becky Krost (SBC), dated July 31,
2003 (attached hereto as Attachment 5).  The CORBA outages that occurred in July 2003 may
also have been due, at least in part, to SBC’s unsuccessful attempt to upgrade its pre-order
translation software, which was intended to improve pre-order response times.  Following the
implementation of the new software on July 14, 2003, CLECs advised SBC that the pre-order
responses that they were receiving were inaccurate.  Because of these problems, SBC removed
the upgrade and restored the preexisting translator on July 19, 2003.  See Pre-Order Processing
Timeliness Plan – SBC Midwest Status Report, filed July 31, 2003, in MPSC Case No. U-12320,
at 3.  AT&T did not experience an outage during July until July 17 – after the SBC had
implemented the flawed new version of the translator.  

21 See electronic mail message from Becky Krost (SWBT) to Walter W. Willard, dated August 4,
2003 (Attachment 6 hereto); electronic mail message from Walter W. Willard to Becky Krost,
dated August 4, 2003 (Attachment 7 hereto).
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SBC representatives advised AT&T that SBC was still working on determining the root cause of

the outages.  

42. The frequency and levels of SBC’s most recent outages stand, once again,

in stark contrast to the pre-ordering interfaces offered by other RBOCs, and even to the pre-

ordering interfaces offered in SBC’s other regions.  In June and July 2003, the combined level of

IUMs in the Ameritech region (19,990) was higher than that for BellSouth and for SBC’s other

BOCs, SWBT and Pacific Bell.  Similarly, the number of outages experienced in the Ameritech

region exceeded not only that of any other RBOC (including SWBT and Pacific Bell) in both

June and July, but also the combined total number of outages experienced by other BOCs during

July.  Finally, for the 12-month period from August 2002 through July 2003, the total number of

IUMs attributable to outages was far higher in the Ameritech region than in the BellSouth,

Verizon, SWBT, or Pacific regions.22

43. The substantial occurrences of outages in the Ameritech region from

October through December, followed by a resumption of such outages in February 2003 and

from June 2003 to date, simply demonstrate the instability of SBC’s OSS.  Periods of substantial

outages are followed by one or more months of “lulls,” only to be followed by a recurrence of

the problem.  The outages that have occurred in the Ameritech region since June constitute one

of the longest and most extreme, pattern of outages that AT&T has experienced to date.  The

recent outages rank in severity with those that AT&T experienced in July 2002, and during the

third quarter of 2002.

                                                
22 See Attachment 4 hereto.  In June and July 2003, BellSouth had a total of 385 IUMs, and
SWBT and Pacific had a total of 1,788 and 13,787 IUMs, respectively.  Verizon had no IUMs
during those two months.  Id.
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44. The frequency of outages on CORBA, by itself, has impaired AT&T’s

ability to submit orders expeditiously to SBC.  The accurate completion of an LSR requires

AT&T to use the address validation function and the customer service query function of the pre-

ordering interfaces.  When outages occur, AT&T cannot retrieve customer information using

these functions.  Thus, as the result of an outage on CORBA, either AT&T will lose the

customer’s business (because the customer is unwilling to wait until access to the OSS has been

restored to place the order) or provisioning of the customer’s service may be delayed, again to

the annoyance of the customer.  Explaining to prospective or existing customers that the

information needed to complete their order is currently inaccessible due to computer problems is

obviously a poor use of a representative’s time, to say the least.  Moreover, given the large

number of its service representatives, AT&T also suffers a substantial loss in productivity when

these representatives must sit idle because the interface is unavailable.23  In such circumstances,

AT&T and other CLECs are being denied a meaningful opportunity to compete.

                                                
23 Because numerous AT&T representatives must sit idle during any outage, the data that SBC
reports for PM 4 (OSS Interface Availability) does not adequately measure the impact of an
outage on AT&T.  See Application at 60 (alleging 99.50 percent availability reported under PM
4  for two of the last three months).  As AT&T has previously demonstrated in connection with
the Commission proceeding involving SBC’s first Section 271 application for Michigan this
year, the measured results in PM 4 are skewed.  For example, PM 4 measures outages by
interface, not by transaction type – and therefore does not capture those outages where only
certain pre-ordering queries become unavailable.  Moreover, because the data reported under PM
4 are an average, they obscure the effect of outages on particular CLECs.  Some outages may
affect a small number of CLECs, and some CLECs (particularly large-volume CLECs such as
AT&T) may be more adversely affected by outages than others.  Finally, SBC’s determination of
outages for purposes of PM 4 are highly subjective judgments.  See, e.g., Joint Declaration of
Sarah DeYoung and Walter W. Willard (¶ 55) and Joint Supplemental Declaration of Sarah
DeYoung and Walter W. Willard (¶ 99) in WC Docket No. 03-16.

   Because of the deficiencies in PM 4, AT&T has consistently maintained that only data such as
IUMs reflect the true impact of an outage because IUMs measure the amount of time during
which AT&T representatives are unable to access the CORBA interface which they are on-line
and attempting to assist end-user customers.  Contrary to the suggestion that SBC made in
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45. SBC may respond, as it did in the Michigan I proceeding, that its data

reported under PM 4 on interface availability describe only a small number of hours of down

time on CORBA, even during the months when AT&T’s data show a substantial number of

IUMs.  But AT&T’s own data show that, even in terms of the hours of downtime, the outage

problem is significant.  Those data show that AT&T experienced 13.5 hours of outages on

CORBA during the last three months of 2002, and approximately 4.4 hours of time in February

2003.  Similarly, the total durations of CORBA outages that AT&T experienced in June and July

2003 were 364 minutes (6.1 hours) and  384 minutes (6.4 hours), respectively.  

46. Even these data on total downtime do not reflect the adverse effect of

outages on AT&T.  Large CLECs such as AT&T employ numerous service representatives to

take customer orders and submit LSRs to SBC.  In a single hour, these representatives perform

thousands of pre-ordering transactions.  Thus, if the pre-ordering systems experience “only” six

or seven hours of outages in a single month, those outages prevent AT&T from submitting

significant volumes of transactions to SBC.  As previously noted, this leads to delays in

provisioning for a significant number of customers, or loss of those customers’ business

altogether.  

47. The unavailability of CORBA to AT&T’s service representatives during

outages imposes significant costs on AT&T.  AT&T Laboratories estimates that, for each IUM,

AT&T incurs $1.50 in costs.  Using that estimate, AT&T has incurred more than $98,000 in

costs for the 65,430 IUMs that it has experienced during the last 12 months.  See Attachment 4. 

                                                                                                                                                            
proceedings involving its previous Section 271 application for Michigan, the IUM figures that
AT&T has calculated do not include downtime resulting from internal issues on AT&T’s side of
the gateway.  The IUMs calculated by AT&T, and described in this Declaration, are due
exclusively to outages on SBC’s side of the interface.
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During June and July alone, when AT&T experienced 19,990 IUMs due to CORBA outages, the

cost to AT&T was approximately $30,000.  

48. The adverse impact of CORBA outages is also reflected in defects per

million (“DPMs”), which is a standard quality approach used by AT&T and other companies to

measure the defects in a process and, in the case of OSS, to measure the failure rate associated

with application design.24  For purposes of this standard, a defect is an interval of scheduled

uptime during which one or more components of the technology used by AT&T is unavailable to

any user.  A low level of DPMs indicates that the company is operating at a high efficiency level.

49. AT&T’s ultimate, long-range goal is for all of its facilities to operate at no

more than 500 DPMs for all of the applications that it uses.  This target is the level at which

AT&T would expect to be operating if it achieved maximum efficiency.  However, this target

obviously will take some time to achieve, because as of mid-July AT&T’s DPM level

attributable to SBC interface issues was approximately 60,000 in the Ameritech region.  Thus,

for the near term, AT&T has set more attainable, but less ambitious, targets that are minimally

acceptable levels of efficiency.  For example, AT&T’s objective is to reduce the total number of

DPMs to 35,000 by the end of 2003.  A level of 60,000 DPMs is clearly far short of even that

goal.

50. The deficiencies in SBC’s OSS, however, are a major cause of DPMs –

and therefore make it significantly more difficult for AT&T to achieve even its near-term goals. 

                                                
24 AT&T is in the process of shifting all of its system availability metrics from IUMs to DPMs so
that it can better manage overall system availability and the individual components of
availability, including the contribution to DPMs made by the SBC OSS interface.  Not all of the
systems used by AT&T in the provisioning of local service have moved yet to the new DPM
metrics.  Currently, AT&T Business Services systems use DPM, while AT&T Consumer
Services systems use IUMs.
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Prior to the last week of July, AT&T’s DPM level was approximately 60,000.  However, the

outages that occurred on CORBA during the last week of July substantially increased that level,

to approximately 80,000 DPMs.  Stated otherwise, the increase in DPMs caused by recent

CORBA outages has caused a correspondingly significant reduction in AT&T’s efficiency,

thereby increasing AT&T’s costs.

51. A CLEC does not have a meaningful opportunity to compete when it is

frequently denied the use of its pre-ordering interface – and when, as has occurred during June

and July, the duration of those outages is as long as 90 minutes (or more).  Under these

circumstances, SBC cannot reasonably be found to be in compliance with its OSS obligations.

V. SBC DOES NOT PROVIDE TIMELY AND COMPLETE BILLING
COMPLETION NOTICES AND CANNOT POST ORDERS TO ITS BILLING
SYSTEMS IN A TIMELY MANNER.

52. As part of its required showing that it meets its OSS obligations under

Section 271, SBC must demonstrate that it “provides competing carriers with order completion

notices in a timely and accurate manner.”  New York 271 Order, ¶ 187.  That requirement reflects

the Commission’s recognition that order status notices are an “important aspect of a competing

carrier’s ability to serve its customer at the same level of quality as a BOC.”  New Jersey 271

Order, ¶ 93.

53. SBC, however, has failed to generate timely billing completion notices

(“BCNs”) – otherwise known as post-to-bill notifications (“PTBs”) – due to deficiencies in its

OSS.  Because SBC takes so long to transmit BCNs, or fails to transmit BCNs at all, AT&T has

been forced to design an automated “workaround” to reduce the competitive harm that would

otherwise have resulted.  Even with the implementation of the workaround, AT&T remains at a

competitive disadvantage.
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54. CLECs in the Ameritech region first became able to receive BCNs last

year, when SBC implemented LSOG 5 (the only version on which SBC sends BCNs).  AT&T

and other CLECs fought long and hard for the BCN functionality that SBC finally included in

LSOG 5 because, as discussed below, a BCN eliminates the “guesswork” involved in

determining whether orders have posted to SBC’s billing system and, as a result, reduces the

rejection rate that AT&T and other CLECs experience on subsequent order activity on a

particular account.  AT&T migrated its systems to LSOG 5, in part, because of the availability of

BCNs on that version of EDI.  

55. SBC’s performance in sending BCNs to users of LSOG 5, however, has

been inadequate and unstable.  In January 2003, for example, SBC failed to send tens of

thousands of BCNs to AT&T in response to orders that AT&T sent via LSOG 5.  SBC, which

acknowledged that this problem occurred due to defects in its OSS, waited for nearly two months

after discovering the defect before it advised CLECs that a problem even existed.25  SBC did not

begin to transmit the missing BCNs to AT&T until February 3, 2003, and only because AT&T

requested that SBC do so.

56. In addition to its failure to send these thousands of “missing” BCNs to

AT&T in January, SBC advised AT&T that it had withheld nearly 10,000 other BCNs from

AT&T for the files for the period between January 20 and January 27, 2003, until SBC had

completed its “reconciliation” process.  As SBC admits in its Application, it did not provide

advance notice of this practice to AT&T.26

                                                
25 See Accessible Letter No. CLECAMS03-008, dated January 29, 2003.

26 See Cottrell/Lawson Aff., ¶ 125 (conceding that SBC’s November 21, 2002, Accessible Letter
“could have included notification to the CLECs that the new service order activity would not
post to CABS during the reconciliation process”).  SBC asserts that it did not “withhold” or
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57. SBC’s failure to transmit timely BCNs did not end in January.  In an

Accessible Letter dated April 7, 2003, SBC revealed that it had failed to deliver more than

14,000 BCNs to CLECs.  Those problems were, once again, due to defects in SBC’s systems.

SBC’s Application attributes the omissions to the failure of “a manual effort to transfer and load”

a file of service orders, and to “a failure to capture posted service orders for some broadband

types for PTB processing.”27

58. During the May 14-22, 2003, time frame, SBC failed to deliver

approximately 107,500 BCNs, almost all of which were for UNE-P orders.28  SBC states that the

problem was due to its “failure to properly document and test a software patch that was intended

only to eliminate invalid ‘mismatch’ errors appearing on internal reports.”29  SBC did not send

the missing BCNs to the CLECs until May 23.30   

59. Although AT&T would prefer to receive and use BCNs, AT&T has

decided for now to forego its reliance on BCNs because SBC’s performance in providing BCNs

has been so inadequate.  Instead, AT&T has reverted back to its previous practice of waiting for

a certain amount of time after receipt of the SOC before releasing subsequent orders, in the hope

                                                                                                                                                            
“block” BCNs during the reconciliation process, but simply “prevent[ed] new service order
activity from posting to CABS during the course of the reconciliation.”  Id., ¶ 124.  SBC is
making a distinction without a difference.  By preventing new service orders from posting to
CABS, SBC prevented BCNs from being created and transmitted to the CLECs.

27 See Accessible Letter No. CLECAMS03-028, dated April 7, 2003 (Application, App. J, Tab
39); Cottrell/Lawson Aff., ¶ 127. 

28 See Accessible Letter No. CLECAMS03-037 (Application, App. J, Tab 40); Accessible Letter
No. CLECAMS03-041 (Application, App. J, Tab 41); Cottrell/Lawson Aff., ¶¶ 128-129. 

29 Cottrell/Lawson Aff., ¶ 128. 

30 Id., ¶ 129. 
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that, in the interim, previous orders on the end-user’s account will have posted to the billing

systems and thus the subsequent orders can be processed without rejection.  AT&T’s

“workaround” is discussed below.  

60. SBC has asserted that its prior failures to send BCNs were due to a variety

of causes.  However, a major cause of the problem is clearly the unduly long time that SBC takes

to post service orders to its billing systems – a step that must be completed before a BCN is

issued.31  

61. SBC has effectively conceded that its process of posting service orders is

unduly lengthy.  As Ms. DeYoung and Ms. Tavares describe in greater detail in their Joint

Declaration, SBC rejected AT&T’s proposal that SBC implement in the Ameritech region the

same standard for PM 17.1 (95% within 5 business days) to govern the timeliness of posting that

SBC has already implemented in Texas.  Instead, SBC has advised AT&T that “the best it can

do” is 95% within 10 days, due to the nature of the systems in the Ameritech region.  No other

RBOC needs as long as Ameritech does to post orders to its billing systems.  Verizon, for

example, has agreed to return 95% of its BCNs within two days of the provisioning order

completion notice (i.e., the SOC).32  Similarly, Pacific Bell and Qwest have agreed to intervals of

3 days and 5 days, respectively.  All of those intervals are far shorter than the 10-day interval that

SBC is willing to accept in the Ameritech region.

                                                
31 See Cottrell/Lawson Aff., ¶ 123 (stating that SBC’s LASR system will generate a BCN only
after it receives notification that all service orders related to the LSR have posted to the billing
system).

32 Copies of Verizon’s business rules for OR-4-17 (percent of BCNs sent within 2 business days)
and of SBC’s business rules for PM 17.1 in Texas are attached hereto as Attachments 8 and 9,
respectively.
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62. The failure of SBC to send timely BCNs, and SBC’s inability to post

orders in a timely manner to its billing systems, have caused significant competitive harm to

AT&T.  SBC’s poor performance, for example, has: (1) impeded AT&T’s ability to submit

subsequent orders (change orders) for its customers; (2) denied AT&T the ability to determine

precisely when it can properly begin billing a customer; and (3) impaired AT&T’s ability to

update the customer care data in its own systems.  Each of these consequences will be examined

in turn.

63. Because a service order needs to post to SBC’s billing systems before the

end-user is treated by SBC’s OSS as an AT&T customer, AT&T is effectively unable to send a

subsequent order on the same end-user’s account (such as an order to add, delete, or change a

feature) until posting has occurred.  Without the BCN, which provides confirmation to the CLEC

posting has occurred, AT&T must effectively guess as to when the order has posted or risk order

rejection, since SBC’s posting process is so lengthy.  

64. The submission of a subsequent order on an end-user’s account is a

common practice in the industry.  Customers often contact AT&T to request additional features

that they inadvertently did not include in their original order or service, or later decided to add to

the services that they previously requested AT&T to provide.  Alternatively, after placing its

initial order, a customer might request AT&T to delete a feature that the customer ordered

(because the customer changed his or her mind), or to make some other changes to its account.

At any given time, change orders represent approximately 1 to 2 percent of all of AT&T’s

accounts. 

65. In order to be competitive with SBC, a CLEC needs the same ability as

SBC to submit change orders, and to have those orders provisioned with the same timeliness,
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accuracy, and reliability that SBC experiences in its retail operations.  The failure of SBC to send

a BCN and to post orders to its billing system in a timely manner, however, puts CLECs at a

significant competitive disadvantage.  Unlike CLECs, SBC’s retail operations do not need to

receive BCNs or guess as to when orders have posted to SBC’s billing systems.  SBC’s retail

representatives have direct, real-time access to such information.  Thus, when a retail customer

requests the addition or deletion of a feature, the SBC retail representative can determine, while

the customer is on the line, whether the preexisting order has posted and has passed through the

legacy systems.  As a result, SBC can implement the customer-desired change on the date

requested by the customer.33  

66. By contrast, the failure of SBC to provide a timely BCN is likely to force a

CLEC to delay the submission of a subsequent order for an end-user, and the provisioning of the

changes that the customer desired.  Such delay not only inconveniences the customer, but harms

the reputation for quality service that a CLEC needs to compete in the marketplace.  Thus, if

AT&T cannot add a service on the date that the customer requested, the customer is likely to

question AT&T’s ability to provide quality service—and may well switch back to SBC.

67. In fact, AT&T has recently learned that SBC is pursuing winback

activities on AT&T’s customers between the time that the SOC has been issued and the order has

posted to SBC’s billing systems.  This became apparent when AT&T learned that one of its

customers in Michigan had been contacted by SBC during this interval, and that SBC does not

refrain from winback activity during this period.  SBC’s retail representatives are able to contact

the customer and urge it to switch back to SBC because they learn of the customer’s migration to

                                                
33 SBC has declined to specify whether its retail operations encounter the same posting delays
between ACIS (its provisioning system) and its retail billing systems as CLECs face between
ACIS and CABS. 
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AT&T from the line loss notification which SBC’s retail operations receive – in real time – after

the migration occurs.  Thus, although AT&T is unable to respond promptly to a customer’s

change order because of the posting and BCN delays caused by SBC’s deficient OSS, SBC can

try to win back that customer, who may well be irritated that AT&T cannot promptly implement

its change order and decide to accept SBC’s offer.

68. In addition to impeding AT&T’s ability to send change orders efficiently

and successfully, SBC’s delays in posting and in transmitting BCNs prevent AT&T from

ensuring that it is accurately billing a customer who has migrated from SBC.  As this

Commission has stated, BCNs advise CLECs that they “can begin to bill the customer for

service.”34  Unless and until it receives a timely BCN, however, AT&T has no means of

determining with certainty the date on which it may properly begin billing the customer.  

69. Finally,  SBC’s delays in posting service orders and transmitting BCNs

have impeded AT&T’s ability to maintain up-to-date “customer care data” in its own systems.

When it migrated to LSOG 5, AT&T modified its own systems so that the data concerning a

particular customer in those systems will be updated only after AT&T has received a BCN on the

LSR (or subsequent order) that it placed for the customer – and therefore has received

confirmation that all SBC activities associated with the customer’s order have been completed.

For example, if the customer requests a change in the features or services that it had been taking

from SBC, those changes will not be reflected in AT&T’s systems until after the BCN has been

received.  

70. Because SBC’s performance in providing BCNs has been so inadequate,

AT&T determined that it could reduce the competitive harm resulting from that performance

                                                
34 See, e.g., New Jersey 271 Order ¶ 93; Pennsylvania 271 Order ¶ 43.
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only if it designed its LSOG 5 systems to “stack” its change orders (much like airplanes waiting

for release by air traffic control) until a suitable period of time had elapsed before their

submission to SBC.  By “stacking” the change orders, AT&T hoped to reduce the risk that the

change orders would be rejected, even if the BCN had not yet arrived.  

71. Thus, AT&T has incurred approximately $81,000 in systems investment

to implement an automated “workaround” that, in effect, enables AT&T to “force complete” an

order in the absence of a BCN so that AT&T’s orders will continue to move through the

provisioning process.  As part of this design, AT&T’s systems “stack” a change order for a

certain amount of time, and then automatically send the change order to SBC.  The $81,000

required to develop and implement this workaround is in addition to the investment that AT&T

made to modify its systems to receive and process BCNs.

72. Although the automated “workaround” has reduced the frequency of

rejections of AT&T’s change orders, AT&T still suffers substantial competitive harm as a result

of SBC’s failure to transmit BCNs in a timely manner.  First, because SBC (by its own

admission) can take 10 days to return a BCN, a large number of change orders are still rejected,

even after they have been “stacked” for a number of days, on the ground that the customer is not

listed in SBC’s OSS as an AT&T customer.

73. Second, using the “workaround” forces AT&T to maintain an

exceptionally large number of stacked orders.  These delays in processing customer change

orders still translate directly into degraded customer service.  The customer may have requested,

for example, to add caller ID or to change the number of rings before call answering picks up.

When AT&T is unable promptly to respond to such a request, the customer will likely place the
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blame on AT&T – and even switch back to SBC (particularly if SBC makes a “winback attempt”

during the delay) – even though the SBC is the actual cause of the delay.

74. Third, SBC’s lengthy delays in posting service orders to its billing systems

still significantly affect the timeliness (and therefore the accuracy) of SBC’s wholesale bills.

This, in turn, directly impacts the auditability of the wholesale bill and imposes costs on AT&T

and other CLECs that attempt to undertake a verification of the accuracy of the bills.

75. Finally, as described above, SBC’s delays continue to impair AT&T’s

ability to bill its customers accurately and to maintain current customer care data.  These

problems impede AT&T’s efforts to maintain the reputation for quality service which is essential

to compete effectively in the local exchange market.

76. SBC claims that it takes “very seriously” its obligation “with regard to

timely and accurate delivery of [BCNs].”35  SBC’s sentiments, however, cannot compensate for

its inadequate performance.  By failing to send BCNs and to post orders to its billing systems in

a timely manner, SBC has impeded AT&T’s ability to send change orders, jeopardized AT&T’s

relationship with its customers, and forced AT&T to develop a workaround in order to reduce the

negative consequences resulting from BCN delays.  These consequences are both unreasonable

and discriminatory, because there is no evidence that SBC’s retail operations or SBC’s customers

face comparable delays.  The disparities in SBC’s performance preclude any finding that SBC

has provided the nondiscriminatory access to OSS that is required by the competitive checklist.

                                                
35 Cottrell/Lawson Aff., ¶ 130. 
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I hereby declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and accurate to the best of my 

knowledge and belief.

/s/ Sarah DeYoung___________
   Sarah DeYoung
 
Executed on: August 6, 2003
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knowledge and belief.

/s/ Walter Willard________
    Walter Willard
 
Executed on: August 6, 2003
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